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Abstract 
This paper is a follow up to a previous study (Kamberi, 2009), in which applying a combined quantitative and 
qualitative approach, content analysis (Silverman, 2006) to identify themes biases and meaning, students' attitudes 
towards  CALL environment and classroom instruction in the study of idioms were investigated. An initial 
quantitative analysis, applying cross tabulation, established a joint distribution of the two independent variables, 
classroom instruction (CI) and computer assisted instruction (CAI) against the outcome of a final test. Content 
analytical procedures were then applied to student journals to confirm the descriptive and inferential statistics 
previously established. Results from the quantitative section of the study did not show significant difference between 
computer assisted and classroom instruction. In an effort to perceive the retention rate of that study, the study was 
repeated with a small sample, of the same available students, applying the same approach, but without the journals, in 
the year 2010/2011.  
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1. Introduction 
In the age of computers and multimedia, it is inevitable for language instructors to not embrace some kind 
of technology in their language classes. Therefore, a few years ago, in the year 2009, in an effort to 
improve my teaching as well as offer students various learning opportunities, I introduced computers into 
the language classroom, following recent research, (Chapelle, 2005;  & Schmidt, 2001etc). Despite the 
effort, the quantitative study results showed no significant difference among the two learning contexts, 
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except that qualitative results established a positive student attitude toward the CALL setting, strong 
motivation to continue working outside the computer lab and improved access to preferred learning 
styles. This attitudinal difference was der
related to motivation, and learner types. 
 
2. Literature review 
  
According to (Shih & Alessi, 1996), in Egbert& Hanson-Smith, (1999), Multimedia 
program or information environment that uses computers to integrate text, graphics, images, video, and 
 (p. 299). This is first of all related to keeping up with the trends in the digitized world and 
generation of learners, as well as to keep learners motivated. Motivation according to various research 
(Ellis, 2008, & Schmidt, 2001, Beck, 2004, Griffith, 2008, etc.) is a very important factor in learning and 
teaching and teachers should do everything to keep students motivated. However, as the previous study ( 
Kamberi, 2009) has shown, incorporating technology, in this case computers in language learning proved 
to be a highly  motivational factor,  however, despite expectations established from the literature review, 
the two ways of instruction Computer Assisted Language Learning (CALL) and classroom teaching, the 
quantitative study showed no significant difference between the alternative teaching procedures. 
 foreign 
(Kamberi, 2009:13) and the study was in line with an earlier study reported by 
Kulik and Kulik (1987).  
 A number of studies related to the impact of computers and various technology in language instruction  
have been conducted across countries and  continents for several years. There is an ongoing debate on the 
effect of technology in language teaching. On one side, there are those who support and claim that it is 
useful and increase learner motivation (Kamberi, 2009; Egbert &Hanson-Smith, 1999, etc.) , interactivity 
and communication (Warschauer & Meskill, 2000), learner autonomy, (Ellis, 2002; Chapelle, 2001, etc), 
or Johnson, 1999 on the secure and less stressful classroom atmosphere. 
On the other side, there are those who are not supporting CALL. For example, Jen, 2006 warns that there 
was no evidence of any difference from the traditional classroom. Also, Warshauer , (2000), focuses on 
 
mentioned by Warshauer, namely the results, are the most important ones and the debate is ongoing, as he 
 
 
3. The foundation of this paper 
 
 This study is a follow-up of the previous study (Kamberi, 2009), in which the quantitative study showed 
no significant difference between the alternative teaching procedures, classroom instruction and computer 
mediated setting, in the study of idioms and idiomatic expressions, against the outcome of the test. The 
study seeks to identify whether computer mediated communication techniques would help students in the 
retention rate in studying idioms and idiomatic expressions more easily and more effectively than in the 
traditional classroom setting.  
 4. Methodology  
 
4.1 Research questions 
 
Based on my professional teaching interest and informed by the emerging findings reported in the 
previous study, and the brief literature review above, the research questions addressed in this paper 
include: 
1. Is there any difference in the retrieval of idioms and idiomatic expressions in the two teaching 
contexts?  
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2. Which approach has contributed more to the semantic memory ? 
3. How do students explain their retrieval? What helped them in retrieving and recalling the information? 
  
4.2 The study 
 
The study was conducted across two semesters in the year 2010 and 2011, at South Eastern European 
University. Participants of the study were the same students that participated in the previous study in 
2008/2009. Some of those students meeting twice a month for their MA studies at the university, agreed 
to retake a test which contained some of the idioms studied in the computer assisted and classroom based 
foreign language instruction two years ago. Following the written test to identify the learning they had 
achieved as a consequence of these experiences, as well as the learning they had retrieved, they were 
invited to discuss their learning experiences in a second, confirmatory stage of the study. The results of 
the test scores with the idioms acquired in the traditional classroom learning and computer mediated 
communication approaches introducing internet resources, form a basis for the tentative conclusions 
derived from this study.  
  
4.3 The subjects 
 
Acknowledging convenience sampling, and then Snowballing (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003 ) (the 19 (n=19 
subjects who participated in this study volunteered from the 58 students who were attending my English 
Language Skills III course in the English department of the Languages Cultures and Communication 
Faculty two years ago. Participants ranged in age from 21 to 23 years old. Females constituted 68% of the 
sample group (n=13) with the remaining 26% being male (n=5) and one no gender indicated.  
 
 4.4 The study instruments 
 
Seeking to differentiate learning levels between the in class setting and computer assisted setting (LAB) 
in the study of idioms, two open ended tests containing 10 questions each were developed. On each test, 
the questions required students to give a definition of the idiom and then use an example in context the 
same as I the previous study. 
The tests were followed with semi-structured interviews seeking to determine the strategies that helped 
students identify and retrieve the idiomatic expressions. 
 
 4.5 Data analysis 
 
Data from the two 10 question tests was quantified using cross tabulation to display the joint distribution 
of the two main independent variables: the CML studies and the classroom setting studies. This cross 
tabulation was then used to consider the significance of their impact on the dependent variable, test 
performance.  
Following the test, student volunteers were invited to offer their perceptions of the learning experiences 
they had just completed. 5 of the 19 students agreed to take part in stage 2 of the study. 
  
5. Results 
 
The test results which form the basis for the quantitative section of this study suggest that there is a 
significant difference between the two variables, computer assisted versus classroom instruction. As we 
 
 In cognitive psychology (Driscoll, 2005), a theory on how semantic information is represented and retrieved in memory.  
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can infer from table 1, the students had retrieved and could recall more idioms studied in the computer 
mediated lab study than in the classroom. These results confirm what Egbert & Hanson-Smith (1999) 
urged for. Incorporating technology and various aids to language learning and teaching, gives learners of 
various learning styles and types an opportunity to engage and improve their language proficiency. The 
qualitative stage of the study, the student interviews have confirmed these results. The visual aids in the 
computer lab have made it easier for student to retrieve and recall previous information. As Driscoll 
 Furthermore, she continues: 
 
instruction that many different contexts or examples may be important to discuss during the 
 
 
Table 1. Test scores on computer assisted versus classroom instruction (Classroom and Computer Lab) 
Calculated percentages Class Lab Difference 
    
Total Definition 63 84 21 
Total Context 24 76 52 
Average definition  33 44 12 
Average context 12.6 40 27.4 
 
6. Conclusions and recommendations 
The study has shown that there are significant differences among the two variables, computer assisted 
language learning and classroom instruction, in this case in the acquisition of idiomatic expressions in the 
EFL classroom. The CALL environment gives students the opportunity to acquire knowledge and retrieve 
information in long-term memory storage as it is argued according to the cognitive psychology. 
Therefore, teachers are encouraged to incorporate CALL in their everyday teaching.  
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